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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114 was filed in this application 
after a decision by the Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences, but before the filing of a 
Notice of Appeal to the Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit or the commencement of a civil 
action. Since this application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14 and the 
fee set forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the appeal has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.1 14 and prosecution in this application has been reopened pursuant to 37 CFR 1.1 14. 
Applicant's submission filed on September 14, 2010 has been entered. Claims 1-4, 6, 8-12 and 
14-33 are pending. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

Applicant notes that in the decision on appeal, the Board of Patent Appeals and 
Interferences agreed that the map table 120 in FIG. 7 of Hoover "docs not store data about the 
user of the multiple computer resources." Thus, Applicant concludes that the rejection of the 
claims, as amended, "is not supported by the cited art" (remarks, pages 8-9). 

However, the examiner does not agree with Applicant's conclusion. The examiner agrees 
with the Board that the map table 120 in FIG. 7 of Hoover does not store data about the user of 
the multiple computer resources. Accordingly, as set forth in the final Office action mailed on 
October 31, 2007, in the advisory action mailed on February 21, 2008, and in the examiner's 
answer mailed on July 7, 2008, the rejection of the claims is an obviousness rejection based on a 
combination of Hoover and Dutcher. The examiner reiterates that the combined teachings of 
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Hoover and Dutcher would have suggested the claimed subject matter to those of ordinary skill 
in the art. Applicant is respectfully reminded that the test for obviousness is not that the claimed 
invention must be expressly suggested in any one or all of the references. Rather, the test is what 
the combined teachings of the references would have suggested to those of ordinary skill in the 
art. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (C.C.P.A. 1981). Thus, the examiner 
submits that the record establishes a prima facie case of obviousness. 

Specifically, the examiner notes that the claimed subject matter differs from Hoover only 
in terms of the "content" of the information objects. Specifically, Hoover teaches each and every 
structural element recited in claim 1. Hoover is clearly directed to a "system for managing 
information" (see, for example, the abstract). Hoover teaches a "software program" such as 
recited in the claim in the form of object location service 135 (see FIG. 6 and column 23, lines 
34-37). Hoover further teaches an "identity index" in the form of map table 120 (see FIG. 7 and 
column 23, lines 8-12). The map table 120 comprises a "virtual identity" that includes a plurality 
of information object identifiers (e.g., "0011") and for each information object, a resource name 
(e.g., "RDB1") identifying one of the multiple computer resources at which the respective 
information object is located (see column 24, lines 40-60). The information objects are located 
at multiple computer resources, such as at user computers 12 (see FIG. 6). Hoover further 
teaches a "resource definition" (see column 24, lines 52-60) that comprises "connection 
information" (see column 25, lines 7-19). 

In Hoover, the information objects include "data about people." Indeed, the virtual 
identity of Hoover is "of a user" at least in the sense that the information objects describe a 
person (see column 27, lines 34-37). Nonetheless, in the sense that the people described in the 
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information objects are not necessarily the actual "users" of the computer resources, Hoover does 
not explicitly teach Applicant's intended use of the virtual identity as "of a user of [the] multiple 
computer resources." Importantly, however, Hoover teaches each and every structural element 
recited in claim 1 . The structure described in Hoover is capable of providing a virtual identity 
that is "of a user of [the] multiple computer resources." 

As noted above, Applicant's intended use of the virtual identity is "of a user of [the] 
multiple computer resources." Accordingly, each information object "comprises a user account," 
such as recited in dependent claim 8. In other words, Applicant's information objects describe 
computer user accounts. Hoover's information objects describe health insurance accounts and 
other related healthcare accounts. Thus, the claimed subject matter differs from Hoover only in 
terms of the "content" of the information objects. The examiner points out that the content of the 
information objects is non-functional descriptive material . 

Thus, as noted above, the virtual identity system of Hoover is capable of providing a 
virtual identity "of a user of [the] multiple computer resources." A person of ordinary skill in the 
art could, with predictable results, implement the virtual identity system of Hoover such that the 
information objects describe computer user accounts rather than healthcare accounts. The 
Dutcher reference is evidence that such computer user accounts were known in the art. Dutcher 
clearly describes computer user accounts (see, for example, the abstract). 

A person of ordinary skill in the art would have been prompted to combine the teachings 
of the references at least because Dutcher describes a need for managing different computer user 
accounts on multiple, heterogeneous computer resources based on a single account definition 
(see, for example, column 1, lines 37-47). Hoover describes a virtual identity system that 
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enables one to manage different, heterogeneous user databases on multiple computer resources 
based on a single, homogenous data model (see, for example, the abstract). As those of ordinary 
skill in the art would appreciate, the virtual identity system of Hoover is capable of providing a 
solution to the need described in Dutcher for managing different computer user accounts on 
multiple, heterogeneous computer resources based on a single account definition (i.e., based on a 
single, homogenous data model). Therefore, as Dutcher suggests, it would have been obvious to 
those of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to implement the teachings of 
Hoover such that the virtual identity is "of a user of multiple computer resources." 

Likewise, the Board concluded that "it would have been obvious for an information 
object to include a 'user account' for a user" (decision on appeal, page 10). 

Claim Rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 1 02 of this title, i f the di 1'1'eivnees between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-4, 6, 8-12, 14-16 and 20-33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 5,724,575 to Hoover et al. (already of record, "Hoover") in 
view of U.S. Patent No. 6,269,405 to Dutcher et al. (already of record, "Dutcher"). 

With respect to claim 1 (currently amended), Hoover teaches a system for managing 
information (see, for example, the abstract), comprising: 
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a software program stored on a computer-readable medium operable to maintain an 
identity index (see, for example, object location service 135 and map table 120 in FIG. 6, and 
column 23, lines 34-37, which shows that object location service 135 is operable to maintain 
map table 120, and see, for example, column 23, lines 8-1 1, which shows that map table 120 is 
an identity index), wherein said identity index comprises: 

(a) a virtual identity (see, for example, map table 120 in FIG. 7, which shows a plurality 
of virtual identities). 

Hoover further teaches that the virtual identity is of a user (see, for example, column 27, 
lines 34-37), and further teaches multiple computer resources at which information objects are 
located (see, for example, user computers 12 in FIG. 6, and see below). However, in the sense 
that the user is not necessarily an operator of the multiple computer resources, Hoover does not 
explicitly describe that the virtual identity is "of a user of multiple computer resources." 

Nonetheless, Hoover further teaches that the information objects comprise user accounts 
(see, for example, column 27, lines 43-49, which shows an information object that comprises a 
person's account with an insurance company, health maintenance organization, etc.). A person 
of ordinary skill in the art could apply the teachings of Hoover, with predictable results, to the 
user accounts of those who operate the multiple computer resources. 

For example, in an analogous art, Dutcher describes a need for managing different user 
accounts on multiple, heterogeneous computer resources based on a single user account 
definition (see, for example, column 1, lines 37-47). Indeed, the teachings of Hoover enable the 
management of different, heterogeneous user databases on multiple computer resources based on 
a single, homogenous data model (see, for example, the abstract). 
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Therefore, as Dutcher suggests, it would have been obvious to those of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to implement the teachings of Hoover such that the 
virtual identity is "of a user of multiple computer resources." 

Hoover in view of Dutcher further teaches or suggests the virtual identity further 
comprising: 

(i) a plurality of information object identifiers each corresponding to a respective 
information object (see, for example, column 24, lines 40-50, which shows a plurality of 
information object identifiers that each correspond to an information object); and 

(ii) for each information object, a resource name identifying one of the multiple computer 
resources at which said respective information object is located, wherein said resource name is 
associated with said respective information object identifier (see, for example, column 24, lines 
52-60, which shows a resource name "RDB1" associated with information object identifier 

"00 11" that identifies a resource at which the information object is located); and 

(b) a resource definition corresponding to each respective said named resource, wherein 
the resource definition further comprises connection information (see, for example, column 24, 
lines 52-60, which shows a resource definition corresponding to the resource that includes an 
object attribute table "OAT1," and column 25, lines 7-19, which further shows that the resource 
definition includes address or connection information). 

With respect to claim 2 (original), the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated, and Hoover in 
view of Dutcher further teaches or suggests that said resource definition further comprises a 
schema map (see, for example, column 27, lines 11-14, which shows that the object attribute 
table is a schema map). 
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With respect to claim 3 (original), the rejection of claim 2 is incorporated, and Hoover in 
view of Dutcher further teaches or suggests that said schema map maps a resource attribute from 
said resource to a virtual attribute defined by said schema map (see, for example, column 27, 
lines 28-34, which shows that the object attribute table maps resource attributes to virtual 
attributes defined in the form of column headings). 

With respect to claim 4 (original), the rejection of claim 3 is incorporated, and Hoover in 
view of Dutcher further teaches or suggests that a virtual attribute value for said virtual attribute 
is stored in RAM (see, for example, column 27, lines 14-18, which shows that the values of the 
virtual attributes in the object attribute table are stored in memory). 

With respect to claim 6 (previously presented), the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated, 
and Hoover in view of Dutcher further teaches or suggests that said connection information 
contains a connection parameter selected from one of a hostname, a port, a resource username, a 
resource password or a resource type (see, for example, column 25, lines 12-16, which shows 
that the connection information includes parameters such as a hostname and port). 

With respect to claim 8 (original), the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated, and Hoover in 
view of Dutcher further teaches or suggests that said information object comprises a user account 
(see, for example, column 27, lines 34-49, which shows an information object that comprises a 
user account, such as a person's account with an insurance company, health maintenance 
organization, etc.). 
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With respect to claim 9 (original), the rejection of claim 8 is incorporated, and Hoover in 
view of Dutcher further teaches or suggests that said information object identifier comprises an 
account name (see, for example, FIG. 9, which shows an information object identifier "0012" 
that comprises an account name such as "John Doe"). 

With respect to claim 10 (original), the rejection of claim 8 is incorporated, and Hoover 
in view of Dutcher further teaches or suggests that said resource definition further comprises a 
schema map (see, for example, column 27, lines 1 1-14, which shows that the object attribute 
table is a schema map). 

With respect to claim 1 1 (original), the rejection of claim 10 is incorporated, and Hoover 
in view of Dutcher further teaches or suggests that said schema map maps a resource attribute 
from said resource to a virtual attribute defined by said schema map (see, for example, column 
27, lines 28-34, which shows that the object attribute table maps resource attributes to virtual 
attributes defined in the form of column headings). 

With respect to claim 12 (original), the rejection of claim 1 1 is incorporated, and Hoover 
in view of Dutcher further teaches or suggests that a virtual attribute value for said virtual 
attribute is maintained in RAM (see, for example, column 27, lines 14-18, which shows that the 
values of the virtual attributes in the object attribute table are stored in memory). 

With respect to claim 14 (previously presented), the rejection of claim 8 is incorporated, 
and Hoover in view of Dutcher further teaches or suggests that said connection information 
contains a connection parameter selected from one of a hostname, a port, a resource username, a 



Application/Control Number: 10/006,089 Page 10 

Art Unit: 2192 

resource password or a resource type (see, for example, column 25, lines 12-16, which shows 
that the connection information includes parameters such as a hostname and port). 

With respect to claim 15 (original), the rejection of claim 8 is incorporated, and Hoover 
in view of Dutcher further teaches or suggests that said resource is one of a Unix system, a 
Windows NT system, an Oracle database system or an email server (see, for example, column 
12, lines 61-63, which shows that the resource is a Unix system). 

With respect to claim 16 (original), the rejection of claim 1 is incorporated, and Hoover 
in view of Dutcher further teaches or suggests that said software program is operable to connect 
to said resource based on said resource definition (see, for example, column 25, lines 16-19, 
which shows that the software program connects to the resource based on the connection 
information). 

With respect to claim 20 (currently amended), Hoover teaches a system for managing 
information (see, for example, the abstract), comprising: 

a software program stored on a computer-readable medium operable to maintain an 
identity index (see, for example, object location service 135 and map table 120 in FIG. 6, and 
column 23, lines 34-37, which shows that object location service 135 is operable to maintain 
map table 120, and see, for example, column 23, lines 8-11, which shows that map table 120 is 
an identity index), wherein said identity index comprises: 

(a) a plurality of virtual identities (see, for example, map table 120 in FIG. 7, which 
shows a plurality of virtual identities), wherein each virtual identity corresponds to a user (see, 
for example, column 27, lines 34-37, which shows a virtual identity that corresponds to a user). 
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Hoover further teaches that the virtual identities are of users (see, for example, column 
27, lines 34-37), and teaches multiple computer resources at which information objects are 
located (see, for example, user computers 12 in FIG. 6, and see below). However, in the sense 
that the user to which the virtual identity corresponds is not necessarily an operator of the 
multiple computer resources, Hoover does not explicitly describe that the virtual identities are 
"of users of multiple computer resources" and that each virtual identity "corresponds to a 
particular user of multiple computer resources." 

Nonetheless, Hoover further teaches that the information objects comprise user accounts 
(see, for example, column 27, lines 43-49, which shows an information object that comprises a 
person's account with an insurance company, health maintenance organization, etc.). A person 
of ordinary skill in the art could apply the teachings of Hoover, with predictable results, to the 
user accounts of those who operate the multiple computer resources. 

For example, in an analogous art, Dutcher describes a need for managing different user 
accounts on multiple, heterogeneous computer resources based on a single user account 
definition (see, for example, column 1, lines 37-47). Indeed, the teachings of Hoover enable the 
management of different, heterogeneous user databases on multiple computer resources based on 
a single, homogenous data model (see, for example, the abstract). 

Therefore, as Dutcher suggests, it would have been obvious to those of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to implement the teachings of Hoover such that the 
virtual identities are "of users of multiple computer resources" and that each virtual identity 
"corresponds to a particular user of multiple computer resources." 
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Hoover in view of Dutcher further teaches or suggests that each virtual identity further 
comprises: 

(i) a plurality of information object identifiers, wherein each information object identifier 
corresponds to a respective information object (see, for example, column 24, lines 40-50, which 
shows a plurality of information object identifiers that each correspond to an information object); 
and 

(ii) a plurality of resource names, wherein each resource name is associated with an 
information object identifier and each resource name corresponds to one of the multiple 
computer resources at which the information object corresponding to the associated information 
object identifier is located (see, for example, column 24, lines 52-60, which shows a resource 
name "RDB1" associated with information object identifier "00 11" that identifies a resource at 
which the information object is located); and 

(b) a plurality of resource definitions comprising a resource definition for each named 
computer resource, wherein each resource definition comprises connection information for the 
corresponding named computer resource (see, for example, column 24, lines 52-60, which shows 
a resource definition corresponding to the resource that includes an object attribute table 
"OAT1," and column 25, lines 7-19, which further shows that the resource definition includes 
address or connection information). 

With respect to claim 21 (original), the rejection of claim 20 is incorporated, and Hoover 
in view of Dutcher further teaches or suggests that each resource definition further comprises a 
schema map (see, for example, column 27, lines 11-14, which shows that the object attribute 
table is a schema map). 
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With respect to claim 22 (original), the rejection of claim 20 is incorporated, and Hoover 
in view of Dutcher further teaches or suggests that each information object comprises a user 
account (see, for example, column 27, lines 34-49, which shows an information object that 
comprises a user account, such as a person's account with an insurance company, health 
maintenance organization, etc.). 

With respect to claim 23 (original), the rejection of claim 22 is incorporated, and Hoover 
in view of Dutcher further teaches or suggests that each information object identifier comprises 
an account name (see, for example, FIG. 9, which shows an information object identifier "0012" 
that comprises an account name such as "John Doe"). 

With respect to claim 24 (original), the rejection of claim 23 is incorporated, and Hoover 
in view of Dutcher further teaches or suggests that each resource definition further comprises a 
schema map (see, for example, column 27, lines 1 1-14, which shows that the object attribute 
table is a schema map). 

With respect to claim 25 (previously presented), the rejection of claim 24 is incorporated, 
and Hoover in view of Dutcher further teaches or suggests that each said schema map maps a 
resource attribute from said resource to a virtual attribute defined by said schema map (see, for 
example, column 27, lines 28-34, which shows that the object attribute table maps resource 
attributes to virtual attributes defined in the form of column headings). 

With respect to claim 26 (previously presented), Hoover teaches a method of managing 
information (see, for example, the abstract), comprising: 
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storing an identity index comprising a plurality of information object identifiers 
corresponding to a set of information objects that define a user (see, for example, map table 120 
in FIG. 6, and column 23, lines 8-11, which shows that map table 120 is an identity index, and 
see, for example, column 24, lines 40-50, which shows a plurality of information object 
identifiers that each correspond to an information object, and column 27, lines 34-37, which 
shows an information object that defines a user). 

Hoover further teaches multiple computer resources at which information objects are 
located (see, for example, user computers 12 in FIG. 6, and see below). However, in the sense 
that the user whom the information objects define is not necessarily an operator of the multiple 
computer resources, Hoover does not explicitly describe that the user is "a user of multiple 
computer resources." 

Nonetheless, Hoover further teaches that the information objects comprise user accounts 
(see, for example, column 27, lines 43-49, which shows an information object that comprises a 
person's account with an insurance company, health maintenance organization, etc.). A person 
of ordinary skill in the art could apply the teachings of Hoover, with predictable results, to the 
user accounts of those who operate the multiple computer resources. 

For example, in an analogous art, Dutcher describes a need for managing different user 
accounts on multiple, heterogeneous computer resources based on a single user account 
definition (see, for example, column 1, lines 37-47). Indeed, the teachings of Hoover enable the 
management of different, heterogeneous user databases on multiple computer resources based on 
a single, homogenous data model (see, for example, the abstract). 



Application/Control Number: 10/006,089 Page 15 

Art Unit: 2192 

Therefore, as Dutcher suggests, it would have been obvious to those of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to implement the teachings of Hoover such that the 
user is "a user of multiple computer resources." 

Hoover in view of Dutcher further teaches or suggests: 

associating a resource definition with each information object identifier, wherein each 
resource definition corresponds to a different one of the multiple computer resources at which 
the information object corresponding to the associated information object identifier is located, 
and wherein each resource definition contains connection information for the corresponding 
computer resource (see, for example, column 24, lines 52-60, which shows a resource definition 
associated with information object identifier "001 1" and corresponding to a resource at which 
the information object is located that includes an object attribute table "OAT1," and column 25, 
lines 7-19, which further shows that the resource definition includes address or connection 
information). 

With respect to claim 27 (previously presented), the rejection of claim 26 is incorporated, 
and Hoover in view Dutcher further teaches or suggests that each information object identifier 
from said plurality of information object identifiers comprises a native key for the corresponding 
information object (see, for example, column 24, lines 8-16, which shows that the information 
object identifiers comprise native keys for the corresponding information objects). 

With respect to claim 28 (original), the rejection of claim 27 is incorporated, and Hoover 
in view Dutcher further teaches or suggests that said native key comprises an account name (see, 
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for example, FIG. 9, which shows an information object identifier "0012" that comprises an 
account name such as "John Doe"). 

With respect to claim 29 (previously presented), the rejection of claim 26 is incorporated, 
and Hoover in view Dutcher further teaches or suggests that said associating a resource 
definition with each information object identifier further comprises associating at least one 
resource name with each information object identifier (see, for example, column 24, lines 52-60, 
which shows a resource name "RDB1" associated with information object identifier "00 11"). 

With respect to claim 30 (original), the rejection of claim 26 is incorporated, and Hoover 
in view Dutcher further teaches or suggests that each information object comprises a user 
account (see, for example, column 27, lines 34-49, which shows an information object that 
comprises a user account, such as a person's account with an insurance company, health 
maintenance organization, etc.). 

With respect to claim 3 1 (original), the rejection of claim 26 is incorporated, and Hoover 
in view Dutcher further teaches or suggests that each resource definition further comprises a 
schema map (see, for example, column 27, lines 1 1-14, which shows that the object attribute 
table is a schema map). 

With respect to claim 32 (original), the rejection of claim 31 is incorporated, and Hoover 
in view Dutcher further teaches or suggests that said schema map maps a resource attribute to a 
virtual attribute (see, for example, column 27, lines 28-34, which shows that the object attribute 
table maps resource attributes to virtual attributes defined in the form of column headings). 
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With respect to claim 33 (original), the rejection of claim 3 1 is incorporated, and Hoover 
in view Dutcher further teaches or suggests creating a composite view of a user based on said 
schema map from each resource definition (see, for example, column 25, lines 20-35, which 
shows creating a composite view of a user). 

Allowable Subject Matter 

5. Claims 17-19 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would 
be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim 
and any intervening claims (see the Board's decision on appeal, page 1 1). 

Conclusion 

6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Michael J. Yigdall whose telephone number is (571) 272-3707. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Friday from 9:00 AM to 5:30 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tuan Q. Dam can be reached on (571) 272-3695. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you 
would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the 
automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Michael J. Yigdall/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2192 



